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il HE. reverend and pious author of the follow- 
a ing treatiſe, compoſed it for the pulpit, and 

- i delivered it in ſundry ſermons, but a few weeks 
1 before his deceaſe: which being found to have a 
3 vor nappy effect, in the confirmation and eſtabliſh- 2 
ment of ſome wavering minds among his own 3 
people, he was urged to tranſcribe his notes for the 

| preſs; but ſoon after he had begun this work, he 
was (as to the particular time of it) unexpected 
called to his ſuperior ſtation *in God's temple a- 
« bove.” Yet by a kind providence, a few days 
before his laſt illneſs, a young miniſter, in the neigh="7 

' bourhood of this city, who had a deſire to improve 
himſelf by Mr Boſtwick's notes, which were written 
in a kind of ſhort-hand of his own invention, appli- 
ed to him, and at his requeſt Mr Boſtwick ſpent? 
{ſeveral hours in teaching him in ſome degree to un- 
derftand them; and by his means, the copy now 
printed, was recovered from oblivion, and tranſeri- 
1 bed ſince Mr Boſtwick's death. - 
| Under this view, it is hoped, the candid reader 
will diſpenſe with a ſtile a little too diffuſe for 4 
'y printed argumentation, and pardon any inaccura- 
| cy, that would probably have been avoided, if the 
work had paſſed under its author's laſt hand. . _ 
; Thoſe that were acquainted with Mr Boſtwick's 3 
mild and pacific temper, and knew the general 
courſe of his miniſtry to have been only converſant 
about the great dofrines and duties of Chriſtianity, 
may wonder that a controverted point ſhould have 
employed his meditations, juſt before he entered in- 
to his Maſter's joy, Eſpecially when he appeared 
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| to his bearers, in his public diſcourſes, for ſeveral 
| months before his departure, to have been under 
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an uncommon impreſs of the great truths which have 
a more immediate reference to the world to come! 


The glorious and dreadful realities” whereof, 
(which were frequently his own expreſſions concern- 


- upon his ſpirits. 


But the truth is, that this excellent ſervant of 


Chriſt thought the ſubject of this treatiſe of high 
concernment in religion; and the believer's right to 


the bleſſings of the covenant of grace, and their in- 


fant children's right to the ſeal of that covenant, to 


be ſo important a point in Chriſtianity, that it well 
dieſerved his attention; eſpecially when the ſtate of 


his own flock, from very obvious cauſes apparent 
to himſelf and many others, rendered it e 
neceſſary. And it is ſtill preſumed, that the mo 


of the readers of theſe ſheets will think a publication 


on ſuch a ſubject, in theſe days, and in ſuch a place 
as New-York, needs no apology. And it is hoped, 
the author's manner of handling it, though it ap- 
| | wind in public under all the diſadvantages of a poſt- 
| Pumous work, will reflect no diſponour on his me- 
mory. 5 „ 5 

Perhaps this may be all that may be thought ne- 


$ 3 


ceſſary to introduce this ſhort tract to the public 
view, by way of preface. But though Mr Boſt- 


+ wick's ſuperior talents for the work of the miniſtry 
bad ſpread his praiſes in the goſpel, throughout 
& theſe Weſtern churches,” yet he was perſonally 
known (comparatively) but to few. His fixed 
charge, having always confined him within the verge 
of his 


hin 


ing them), viſibly lying with the greateſt weight 


incumbent duty, and his great humility an EH 
entire freedom from all oſtentation, ever concealed 
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him as much from public view, as the eminency of 
his ſtation would permit. But as HE 1s NOW. N@ 
Mor Ez and ſome STRICTURES of his perſon and 
character may be agreeable to many ot the diſtant 
readers. of this treatiſe, they may be pleaſed thus 
briefly to take them. . 4 A, 8 
As A Mar; he was ſomething above middle fa. 
ture, comely, and well ſet, his aſpect grave and we 
nerable; formed by nature, with a clear anderiand- 
ing, quick apprebenſion, prompt elocution, and tohd 
Judgment; his imagination ſtrong and lively, and 
1 his memory very tenacious. Of all theſe he gave the 
| melt convincing proofs, both in public and private 
He 2. | ; 22 | 34 
He directed the courſe of his . tudes, in - a cloſe 
| and intimate ſubſerviency to the great 3u/ineſs of hi 
4 PROFESSION, © Give thyſelf wholly to theſe things,” 
i (1 Tim. iv. 13.) might have been his More 
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In DivixiTy his great ſtrength lay. He had an ad- 
miirable diſcerning of /ruth and error in thęir cauſe 
f connections, and conſequences, and believed an 
taught the pure doctrines of Chriſtianity as contags 
ec in the holy ſcriptures, and, as declared in dh 
1 public confeſſions of the reformedhurches, in the 
original and genuine meaning. He beheld his B- 
BLE, with reverence, as the GRAND CHARTER f 
eternal! He knew it to be a revelation from Gong 
| 7 and che moſt wonderful book in the world! He faw' 
its external and internal evidence, by nature's light 
aided by human learning, and by a ſpecial illumis 
nation from above. He beheld the majeſty, glory, 
reality, and importance of the: ſubjedt of it; dilberm 
ing therein an admirable diſplay of the infinite per- 
feections of the Derry, with à perfect accommoda- 
tion tothe various ſtates of nan. He conſideredd 
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it not only as a sys TEN of divine knowledge, but as 
revealing a practical and experimental diſcipline ; 


| 


his Þeart, with that kind of evidence as would 


| _ AFTER THIS, I ſcarce need add, that he was a 
{ DIVINE OF THE OLD STAMP, and could well defend 
| his tem againſt all gainſayers. In theſe things he 


and penetration could diſcern the ſpirit of error in 
its moſt diſtant approaches. He knew its connec- 
ſions, and tendencies, (ever aiming at God's diſhonour, 
or mans ruin); and therefore, as a faithful wazchman, 
always ove the ſpeedieſt warning of the danger. 

Hie had thoſe gifts which rendered him a very 
popular PREACHER. With a ſtrong commanding 
voice, his pronunciation was clear, diſtinft, and de- 
berate; his /peech and geſture decent and natural, 
without any affectation ; his language elegant and 
pure, but with ſtudied plainneſs, never below the 
© dignity of the pulpit, nor above the capacity of the 
meaneſt of his auditory. The ſtrength of his me- 
mory, and the flow of his elocution, enabled him to 
preach without notes, but ſeldom or never extem- 
Pore: he furniſhed the lamps of the ſanctuary 
* with beaten oil,“ and the matter and method of 


ö ſermons were well ſtudied. 


_ 


ON 4 
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ou W 


Zitual reverence for the MAIESTY OF HEAVEN, a 


deep ſenſe of the worth of ſouls, an intimate Know- 


| Jedge of the human heart, and its various workings 


„ whole counſel of God,” ſhewing them their dan- 
ger and remedy, And none will periſb from under 


o 
— 


and felt its vital energy, and had its truth ſealed on 


doubtleſs have ſtood the fire upon the ſevereſt trial. 


was a ſcribe well inſtructed, and with great ſagacity 


In treating divine ſubjecis, he manifeſted an Ha- 


in its two-fold ſtate of nature and grace. He dealt 
faithfully with his bearers, „ declaring to them the 


his 


. 


PREFACE. vill 


his miniſtry, but their hood muſt lie upon their ov 
heads. He always ſpake from a deep ſenſe of the 
| truths he delivered, and declared thoſe things, 
& which he had ſeen; and which he had heard; ut 
« his hands had handled of the word of life; and de- 
livered nothing to his auditory, but with a ſolemnity 
that diſcovered its 1MPORTANCE. | 
His mind had a poetic turn. His tile was cop 
| | ous and florid. He ſometimes ſoared, when his 1 


: 1 | 
1 


ſubject would admit of it, with an elevated wing; 
and his imagination enabled him to paint his sc, 
whatever it was, in very ſtrong and lively colours. 
Few men could deſcribe the hideous deformity of ſin, 
the miſery of mens apoſtacy from Gop, the wen- 
ders of redeeming love, the glory and riches of di- 
| vine grace, in ſtronger lines, and more ec 


ſtrains than he. 
In the conduct of life, he was remarkably gentle? U 
towards all men, vaſtly prudent and cautious, and ab] 
ways behaved with the meekneſs of wiſdom, and filled 
up every relation in life, with its proper duty, and 
was a living example of the truth of that religion, 
which he taught to others. He preached not him 
« ſelf, but Chriſt Jeſus his Lord.” In this view? 
his eye was ſingle, and he regarded no other hi,. 
He knew in whoſe place he ſtood, and feared no! 
man. He dared to flaſh the errors of the lau in 
the face of the ſtouteſt tranſgreſſor, with the ſame 
freedom as he diſplayed the amiable beauties and 

| glories of the goſpel for the comfort and refreſoment| 
of the penitent believer. | 

As he highly honoured his divine Maſter, he wad 
highly favoured by him, of which take one in- 
ſtance. 1 
p In a former itineſs, from which 1 it was thought be | 
„ | could 


— 


vould not recover, which happened ſome” Ionths 


roncern for his widow and his great family, on the 
event of his death. But Gop was pleaſed in a time 
of great extremity, to grant him a- glorious and afto- 
wiſhing view of his power, wiſdom, and goodneſs, and 
the riches of his grace, with a particular appropria- 
non to himſelf and his. Such as diſpelled every fear, 
and at that time, rendered him impatient to live. 
But at length on his recovery, which commenced 
immediately on the removal of this diſtreſs, his 
| ind ſettled into a divine calm; he perceived him- 
felf equally willing to live or die, as Gop pleaſed. In 
Which temper he continned to his laſt moment, when 
EPlacidly he reſigned his /oul, and ail his mortal inte- 
, into the hands of his Saviouk and RIS Gop | 
© Such intercourſe ſometimes paſſes between the Fa- 


| 


| have they that fear God! 


che churcb, and his family. He departed this life 
on the 12th day of November, in the year of our 
Lord 1763, and in the 44th year of his age, lea- 
ving his <widow and ten children to the care of provi- 


dene, and his remains lie buried in the front iſle of 5 


the Preſbyterian church in this city. 


| Dated at New-York, April the gth, 1764. 
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before he died, he was greatly diſtreſſed by a deep 


| ther of Spirits and the human ſpirit, and ſuch honour 
Tus lived, and bus died, in the midſt of his 


| sand uſefulneſs, this excellent miniſter of Je- 
tus Chriſt, to the unſpeakable loſs of the world, 


4 


* 
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; ACTS it. 39. 85 
— : 22 "ET. . . 2 8 ne | p © *t. "3 oy ® 
For the promiſe is unto you, and to your children, and to all 
that are afar off, even as many as the Lord our God ſhall ? 


* O U are very ſenſible; my brethren, that it has not 
been my uſual practice to fill your minds with li- 
tigious diſputes, or to introduce matters of needleſs con- 
troverſy into the ſacred defk ; much leſs to throw out 
occaſional re flections, or fix opprobrious epithets on thole 
of diff-rent denominations.— This, I ever eſteemed a? 
mean, unmanly way of oppoſing error, or advancing the 
cauſe of truth.—1 have rather in general conſidered my 
hearers, as tranſient, itinerant mortals, bound to an eters 
F , nal world; and therefore have made it my principal bus? 
ſineſs, to inculcate upon them, thoſe plain, practical, 
1 and important truths, that have the neareſt eonnection 
| with, and are of the greateſt conſequenee to their eternal” 
intereſt. 8 | a 
Convineed, however, of my indiſpenſable duty, by 
ſcveral concurring circumſtances ; I ſhall now attempt 
to illuſtrate, what I ſuppoſe a precious goſpetruth ; and 
vindicate a valuable privilege, of which the church of 
Chriſt has been in poſſeſſion from its firſt inſtitution, 
though by ſome made a matter of diſpute; and that is, 
the right of infant-children, deſcending from con- 
« fœderate, or covenanted parents, to that ordinance of 
« baptiſm, which is the eternal ſeal of the goſpel-cove- 
© 5% nant.“ And as this is known to be my principle, from 
= my conſtant practice; ſurely none can take it amiſs, or 
"74 think it ſtrange, that I ſtand forth in its vindication ; e 
ſpecially. as I deſign no unchriſtian reflection, no aerimo- 
nious expreſſions, or uncharitable cenſures, on thoſe f 
1 PS 3 contrary. | 
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Fino 
— contrary ſentiments and practice; but only a fair and 


A VINDICATION OF 


rational vindication of my own; having principally in 


view, the ſatis faction of a number of my hearers, who 


have expreſſed their deſire of being further inſtructed in 
the ſcriptural grounds and reaſons of our conſtant prac- 
tice.—And though, on the one hand, I will not place this 
point, of infant-baptiſm, among the things that are ab- 
Solutely eſſential to falvation ; yet, on the other, I am far 
from ſuppoſing it to be a matter of trifling indifference, 
or of little or no conſequence.—For if the baptiſm of in- 
fants is not agreeable to divine inſtitution, or warranted 
by the facred word, then not only we, but the Proteſtant 


churches in general, muſt be in a very unhappy fituation 


having no regular goſpebhordinances of any kind 
whatfoever.—Nay, if infant-baptiſm be a mere nullity, 


as ſome pretend, then we, with the generality of the 


Proteſtant churches, are in fact, a company of unbaptized 
Heathens; who have neither churches, minifters, or or- 
dinances, according to the inſtitution of Jeſus Chrift : 
our miniſters themſelves, being unbaptized, can have no 
regular authority to baptize others; and we being all 
unbaptized, cannot, without the greateſt impropriety, ap- 
proach the facred ordinance of the Lord's ſupper. 


Having therefore, on this fuppokition, no regular or- 
dinances among us, we, with our numerous Proteſtant 


brethren, of various denominations, muſt want the very 
eſſence of a regular goſpel church, and in this reſpect 
be reduced to a ſtate of abſolute Heatheniſm.—E do 
not adduce this, as a proof, that infant-baptiſm is a 
divine inſtitution ; that, I truſt, will be proved by more 


direct and poſitive evidences; I only mention it to ſhew 
that the controverſy is no trifle, but of ſufficient import- 


ance to demand our attention, and engage our impartial 
inquiry, whether we are right, or whether we are wrong? 
And can our opponents, whole principles and conduct 
neceſſarily unchurch the whole Proteſtant world, except 
themſelves, — can they, I fay, think themſelves offended, 


that we do not ſilently ſubmit to their uncharitable cen- 
ſures? will they be diſpleaſed, that we aflert and vindi- 


cate our ſtanding in the viſible kingdom of Chriſt, and 


that we are a goſpckchurch as well as the 
; » thoſe 


y?. Surely, 
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ſcience ſake let it be done. If not, if the truth is not 


more pract 


branch of the exhortation, is a ſubmiſſion to this new diſ- 
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thoſe that are men of con ſcience among them will not; 
or if they ſhould, yet theſe are matters too intereſting to 
be given up, out of. mere complai fance, to any ſociety 


* 


of men in the unĩverſe.— Let us then aim at the truth, 
without any regard to the pleaſure or diſpleaſure of mor- 
tals ;. and if our infant-baptiſm can be vindicated, for con- 


for us, but againſt us, let us honeſtly give it up, and no 
mc Fo what the ſacred word will not defend. 
. Having thus hinted the importance of the controverſy, : 
as a ſufficient warrant for my preſent attempt, I ſhall 
how conſider the occaſion, and the proper meaning of 
the words before us,—** For the promiſe is to you, and 
« $6 your ctudren,” Go. go 
In the preceding context, we have an account of that 
remarkable divine energy, which attended the firſt goſpel 


ſermon after the miraculous effuſion of the Holy Ghoſt, 


awakening in the hearers that moſt anxious and important 
inquiry, * Men and brethren, what ſhall we do?“ 

Me have alſo the apoſtle's anſwer to this momentous 
and intereſting inquiry, © Repent, and be baptized every 
“ one of you, in the name of Jeſus Chriſt, for the re- 
« miſſion of ſins, and ye ſhall receive the gift of the Holy 
« Ghoſt :” i. e. Return unfeignedly from ſin to God, 
through Jeſus Chriſt; ſubmit to the grace and govern- 
« ment of, this. divine Redeemer; and make a ſolemn 
«© public profeſſion of this ſubmiſſion, by being baptized 
“in the name of Jeſus Chriſt, and your baptiſm ſhall 
« be an external ſign, of the remiffion of ſins, and of the 
« reneying and ſapctifying influences of the Holy Ghoſt.“ 
... This exhortation.plainly conſiſts of two branches, each 
of which is urged with a Gilling motive. The firſt is 
repentance, or a turning to God through Jeſus Chriſt.” 
This is urged with the  encquraging motive, that they 
ſhall receive the forgiveneſs, of fins, and the ordinary 
ſanctifying influences of the Holy Ghoſt. The ſecond 


penſation of the goſpel-covenant, by being baptized in the 
name of Jeſus Chriſt. This is urged with the motive in 
the text, © For the promiſe is unto you, and to your chiL | 
« dren,” &. d. The promiſe which encourages you 

TS « to 


Ia A VINDICATION oT 
e to enter into this new covenant, by baptiſm, is pri 


_ 


« martly to you, and your children, as the deſcendents 
« of Abraham.; and ſecondarily to as many of the Gen- 


tiles, who are yet afar off, (and, including their children 


F alſo), as by the miniſtry of the word, the Lord our God 
of ſhall call,” It is plain then, that this promiſe, what- 
ever is intended by it, is urged as a reaſon why they 


3} ought to ſubmit to this new inſtitution of the goſpel, and 


de baptized in the name of the Lord Jeſus.” This rea- 
fon then muſt hold good with reſpect to a to whom the 
Promiſe is made; but the promiſe is made equally to them, 
and their children ; it is therefore an e i reaſon why 
they, and their children, ſhould be baptized; i. e. If the 
promiſe being made to them was any reaſon why they 
ought to be baptized, as the apoſtle expreſsly declares, 
then the ſame promiſe extending to their children, muſt 
be an equal reaſon why baptiſm ſhould be adminiſtered 


to them; nor can I poſlibly ſee how the apoſtle's argu- 
ment can have any more force with reſpect to the parents, 
than it has with reſpect to the children. — The ſum of 
the argument is plainly this: The promiſe is to you, 
there fore be baptized in the name of ſeſus Chriſt.— But 


the promiſe is to your children alſo; there fore let your 
children be baptized, would ſeem a neceſſary conſequence, 
And indeed to ſuppoſe their children excluded from 
baptiſm, muſt render the apoſtle's argument very confu- 
ſed and inconcluſive; for then it muſt ſtand thus: * The 
* promiſe is to you,” therefore be baptized in the name of 


the Lord Jeſus; the ſame promiſe is equally to your 
children. yet let not your children be baptized ; for they 


are nat the proper ſubjects of ſuch an ordinance.— And 
what an abſurdity is this? How eaſily might the Jews 
object and ſay : If the promiſe to our children is no reaſon 
why they ſhould be baptized, then neither is the promiſe 
to us any ground or reaſon why we would ſubmit to this 


[| new inſtitution; and therefore, to ſay the leaſt, there is 
| juſt nothing at all in the argument? | 


The Jews, to whom the apoſtle is ſpeaking, knew 


very well, that under the ancient diſpenſation of the co- 
F'  yenant, their children were always included with the co- 
1 penanted parents, and that the promiſe of Abraham's 


covenant 


— 
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covenant had always run in that tenor, including parents 
and children. — When therefore the apoſtle is perſuading 
them to come under this new di ſpenſation of the coves 


nant, he aſſures them that their children are ſtill to con 
tinue in poſſeſſion of their ancient privilege; -for that 


very promiſe, which included them under the law, equally 
includes them now under. the goſpel. For obſerve, he 
does not ſay, The promiſe was to you and your children, 
but it is fill; otherwiſe they might naturally be ſuppoſed 
to object, that their children were like to be in a worſe 
condition under the goſpel, than they were under the 
law; which muſt greatly ſtrengthen their prejudices as 


gainſt the evangelical diſpenſation. The apoſtle theres 


fore precludes any ſuch objection, by informing them, 
that they can loſe nothing by ſubmitting to this new difs 


penſation of the covenant; for the privileges of the goſpel 


ſhould by no means be more confined and limited than 


thoſe of the law; but, on the contrary, more enlarged? 
for under the law the promiſe was only to them and their 


children, as deſcendants of Abraham; but now it ſhall 
extend to all among the Gentiles, and their children alſay 


* whom the Lord our God ſhall call!“ 15 


All that is further neceſſary to ſhew this text an une 


an ſwerable argument for the right of infants to baptiſm, 


is only to prove theſe two points. 


1. That by the promiſe here, muſt be underſtood th 
covenant-promiſe made to Abraham, which gave his in» 
fant-children a right to the ordinance of circumciſion. ** | 

2. That the word children in the text does not inten“ 
their adult deſcendants, as ſome pretend, but their infant» i 


offspring. 


If theſe two things are proved, the argument ſtands 
thus: The covenant-promiſe made to Abraham, which 
gave his infant - children a right to circumciſion under the 
law, is now to you, and your infant- children, under the 


goſpel.— And this promiſe being urged as a reaſon why 


the parents ſhould be baptized, muſt neceſſarily carry an 


equal reaſon for the baptiſm of their children; and muſt 


be ſo underſtaod both by the apoſtle and his Jewiſh heat? | 


CES 


Ine firſt queſtion then is, Whether by the promiſe, in 
| = ” 


— 


. — pu 


1 


4 A VINDICATION O 
the text, the apoſtle means that covenant-promiſe made 
to Abraham, which intitled his infant- children to circum- 
cifion?. This ſome deny, and ſuppoſe that by this promiſe 
the apoſtle only intends that of Joel's prophecy, which 
he had quoted in the preceding fermon, from the 16th 
to the 22d verſe; but let any one read that prophecy of 
Joel, as quoted by the apoſtle, in thoſe verſes, and he 
muſt be immediately convinced, that the extraordinary 
and miraculous gifts of the Holy Ghoſt are there intend- 
ed; conſequently that the promiſe, contained in this 
{ prophecy, could never here be urged, as a ground or mo- 
tive to baptiſm ; for extraordinary and miraculous gifts, 
were neither required, as the ground of baptiſm, or num- 
bered among the bleſſings that uſually attend or low from 
it. Nor is there the leaſt intimation given in this hiſtory, 
that the 3000 here baptized, did receive theſe miraculous 
gifts. —If therefore this was the promiſe the apoſtle ſpeaks 
of to them and their children, it will follow that the pro- 
miſe was not made good; for neither they nor their chil- 
dren, (that we read of), were ever poſſeſſed of theſe ex- 
| traordinary gifts. Beſides, the promiſe in Joel had al- 


of the Holy Ghoſt upon the apoſtles. This St Peter 
W declares, and quotes the promiſe on purpoſe to prove his 
declaration. It is plain then, he can have no reference 
to this, in the promiſe here mentioned; nor can it with 
the leaſt propriety, be underſtood of any thing elſe but 
that very PROMISE which God made to Abraham, when 
be took him, and his infant children, into covenant.— 
This covenant was ſo eminent, and ſo well known, that 
it was often emphatically called THE PROMISE, with- 


| che ſpiritual ſeed of Abraham are ſaid to be heirs accord- 


numerous to mention.— But to conclude this point, the 
apoſtle himſelf has plainly informed us, in another place, 
What he here intends by the promiſe, ſee Acts iti. 25. 
where urging much the ſame exhortation upon his Jewiſh 
hearers,-as he docs here, he enforces it with this argu- 
ment: © Ye are the children of the covenaat which God 


“ made with our fathers, ſaying unto Abraham, And = 
" thy 


ready its accompliſhment, in that extraordinary effuſion | 


out any other characteriſtic or note of diſtinction.— Thus 


ing to IRE PRoMIsE. And in many other places too 


4 
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„ thy ſeed, ſhall all the kindreds of the earth be bleffed. 
* Unto you firſt, God hath raiſed up his Son Jeſus, and 
e ſent him to bleſs you, Cc. And as the promiſe is 

here propounded as a motive and obligation to baptiſm, 

nothing could be more natural than for the Jews to un- 
derſtand it of the promiſe of Abraham's covenant, on 
which was grounded the ordinance of circumciſion. 
Allowing then (for indeed it cannot with any confiſte 
ency be diſputed) that the promiſe of Abraham's cove- 
nant is the thing to which the apoſtle refers. The ſecond 
queſtion is, Who are intended by their children, to whom 
this promiſe is ſaid to belong? Some ſuppoſe their adult 
deſcendants, and not their infant-oftspring, are the chik 

dren here intended; but of this there is not the leaſt im 

timation in the text, nor does it at all agree with the 

ſcope of the apoſtle's argument; nay, ſuch a eonſtructiom 
would ſeem to make him ſpeak nonfenfe ; for then he 
muſt be underſtood thus, The promiſe is unto you, and 

& to your children, but not to them as your children, or 

« as ſuſtaining any relation to you; but when they ſhall J 

advance to an adult age, and be called by the miniſtry i 

t of the word, then the promiſe ſhall be to them as well 

te as to you.” Which is no more than might be faid of i 

the children of an Ethiopian. Why then is their relation 

to their parents mentioned at all? and why are they joined 
with them, as the ſubjects of the promiſe, if after all 
they are to ſtand on their own footing, as adults, as much 
as the children of Heathens? Nor does this conſtruction 
conſiſt with the plain grammatical ſenſe of the words; for 
the apoſtle does not ſay, The promiſe is now to you, and 
ſhall be to your children when grown and called by the } 
word, but, The promile is now to you and your children's 

by which he very plainly intends the preſent privilege the 

Jewiſh children enjoy, above the preſent unconverted 

Gentiles, who are ſaid to be afar off, and to whom he 

ſays, the promiſe ſhall belong, when called into a. church» 

ſtate, and to their children alſo.  _ „ 
Having thus proved, that by the PRoMiszE here the a 
poſtle means the covenant made with Abraham, and by 

CHILDREN, their infant offspring, the concluſion is plain, 

that if the promiſe is propoled, as a reaſon why. the pas 
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rents ſhould be baptized, as the text plainly aſſerts, it is 


then an equal reaſon, why baptiſm ſhould be adminiſtered 


to their Hunden; for the promiſe i is equally to both. 


1 „ 


Having thus: ex latoed the text, I mall A to 


illuſtrate and eſtabliſh this propoſition. 

That the infant-children of confederate, or covenantid 
parents, have a right to the ſeal of the covenant, under the 
goſpel, as much as they had under the law, and the efore 


bug ht to be baptized. To et this in a proper light, 1 ſhall 
. to ſhew, 


I. The ſeripture ground on which the He of infants 
6s baptifm is founded. * 


II. The evidence we have, both from ſcripture and 


hiſtory, that the baptiſm of infants was the common 
practice both of the 1 and the primitive church. 


And, 
TIE. T ſhall attempt a ſolution of the moſt material and 


common . raiſed againſt the doctrine. 


3 I. We begin with the ſeripture. ground on which the 
jg right of infants to baptiſm is founded. And this rs 
= is the covenant that God made with Abraham and 
ſeed, —the inſtitution of circumciſion as a ſeal of Kr 
E covenant, —and the adminiſtration of that ſeal, by God's 
il appointment, to his infant- children, —whence this con- 


eluſion is natural, (viz ) that the infant children of co- 


[ venanted parents had, by God's appointment, a right to 


the external ſeal of the covenant under the law; and there- 


7 fore, as the ſame. covenant continues, they have doubt- 
E leſs the ſame right under the goſpel. 


To bring out this concluſion, © that they hay the ſame 


© right under the goſpel,” I ſhall endeavour to prove 


theſe three things. 


. 


1. That the covenant made with Mal was a covenant 


j of grace, and the fame for ſubſtance that is now in force un 
der the goſpel. 

2. That circumciſion was the external ſeal of this cove- 
| nant, and was by God's appointment adminiſtered to infant- 


ebildr en. 


3. That 


2 
— ; . 
* 


to baptiſm is taken away; and conſequently the principal 
arguments in ſupport of the doctrine ate overturnd. 
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3. That baptiſm is now a ſeal of the ſame covenant, in. 


Nituted in the room of circumeiſion, and therefore ought 6 
be adminiſtered to the ſame ſubjeets, viz. ts the infant. children 


O covenanted parents. 


1. The covenatit made with Abraham was a covenant of | 


grace, andthe ſame for ſubſtance that is now in Force under | 


the goſpel. This I look upon to be the 1 turning 
point on which the iſſue of the controverſy. very much 
depends; for if Abraham's covenant, which included his 
infant-children, and gave them a right to circumciſion, 


Was not the covenant of grace, then I freely confels that 


the main ground on which we aſſert the right of infants 


But, on the other hand; if this covenant, which inclu- 


ded Abrahamꝰs children, and gave them a right to circums 


eiſion, was the ſame covenatit of grace, under which the 
ſpiritual ſeed of Abraham now ate; then, I think, the? 
covenant-relation of believers children; and conſequently 
their right to the ſeal of the covenant, under the gvipel 


as well as under the law, is indiſputable: | 


A 


And that Abraham's covenant was the fame covenant 
of grace, that now ſubſiſts under the goſpel, I thall prove 7 


from the following arguments. 


1. The nature of the covenant :t/eff, and the te. 
hor of the promiſe it contains, are the ſame with the © 
covenant of grace, ſee Gen. xvii. 7. © And I Win 
« eſtabliſh my covenarit between me and thee, and 


« thy ſeed after thee, in their generations, for an ever- 


« laſting covenant; To BE A GOD TO THEE, AND THY | 
« SEED AFTER THEE.” Now this is the conſtant ſtile 


of the covenant of grace. I WILL BE A GOD TO THEE, | 


Sc. God never was, or ever will be a God to any man, 
ſince the fall, in the ſenſe of that phraſe, but through - 


Chriſt, and by a covenant of grace. Hence the apoſtle } 


mentions this, as the expreſs tenor of the covenant of 


grace, and the grand ſum of all the promiſes it contains, 


ſee Heb. viii. 10.“ I will be to them a God, and they 
% ſhall be to me a people.” A greater good than this 
cannot be promiſed; for it is the ſum of eternal life. 
Hence it is ſaid, Rev. xxi. 7. He that overeometh, ſhall 7 

| ,_ | “inherit 
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« inherit all things, and I WILL BE EHIs Gor.” As there- 


: fore Abraham's covenant promiſed the greateſt ble ſſing 
| that can be promiſed, even the very ſame, in expreſs 


words, as is promiſed in the covenant of grace, ſure it 
muſt be the ſame covenant, or elſe there muſt be two co- 
venants promiſing the ſame thing, and in the ſame words, 


which is abſurd. | 


* 


2. The apoſtle teſti fies that believers under the goſpel 


are the ſpiritual ſeed of Abraham, and conſequently 


heirs of the promiſe of Abraham's covenant; and if ſo, 
then ſurely his covenant muſt have been the covenant of 
grace, ſince it was the ſame which believers are under 
nod, and will be to the end of the world, ſee Gal. iii. 

29. © And if ye be Chriſt's, then are ye Abraham's ſeed, 
and heirs according to the promiſe.” What promiſe? 
why the promiſe of Abraham's covenant; “ that he would 
be a God to him, and his ſeed after him.” It is plain 
then that the covenant that promiſeth this, and of which 


| | all believers, under the goſpel, are heirs, muſt be the co- 


venant of grace. | | #! 
3. The apoſtle tells ns, that the covenant made with 
Abraham, was confirmed of God in Chriſt,” Gal. iii. 17. 
but no covenant made with man, was ever © confirmed of 
< God in Chriſt,” but the covenant of grace; for there 
was no Mediator in any other covenant; therefore Ab- 
raham's covenant was a covenant of grace. 
4. We are abundantly aſſured, that Abraham was ju- 
ſtified by faith, as all believers are under the goſpel, Rom. 
tv. 3, 23. But no covenant in the univerſe ever did, or 
can admit of juſtification by faith, except the covenant 
of grace; therefore as all believers have communion with 
Abraham, in this grand covenant-privilege of juſtification, 
and are juſtified on the ſame terms with him ; it certainly 
muſt follow, that if believers are 7ow under the covenant 
of grace, ſo was Abraham alſo, Let me add to this, that 
| - the ſcripture aſſures us, in plain terms, that © the goſpel 
„ was preached unto Abraham,” in that article of his 
"covenant, © In thee ſhall all nations be bleſſed” There- 
fore if the goſpel contains the covenant of grace, I hope 
the point will admit of no further diſpute. From he 
| | who 


Pd 


* 
. 7 
. 


INFANT-BAPTISM 19 
whole I think I may now fairly draw this concluſion; || 
That the covenant made with Abraham, including his in- 
fant-children, was the ſame for ſubſtance, with that which 
is now in force with believers under the goſpel, and dif- 
fered only in the external mode of adminiſtration : for, 
(1.) The matter of the covenant is the ſame “ I will be 
« your God, and the God of your ſeed, and ye ſhall be 
«« my people.” (2.) The term, or condition of the o- 
venant is the ſame ; for in both juſtification is by faith, 
without works. (3.) The Mediator of the covenant is 
the ſame, © Jeſus Chriſt the ſame, yeſterday, to-day, and 
cc for ever.” (4.) The ſacraments under each adminiſtra- 
tion, (though conſiſting of different rites), had the ame 
ſpiritual uſe and meaning. Hence the apoſtle aſſerts, that 
the church of Iſrael, under Abraham's covenant, by in- 
cidents and actions which had a typical reference to the 
ſacraments, did © eat the SAME ſpiritual meat, and drink 
«© the SAME ſpiritual drink,” with believers, under the 
goſpel, © for they drank of the Rock that followed them, 
„and that Rock was Chriſt.” jg 
Thus I think it appears, beyond contradiction, that 
the covenant made with Abraham and his ſeed was the 
covenant of grace; and the ſame of which the ſpiri- 
tual ſeed of Abraham are heirs under the goſpel.” And it 
is no objection to the above-mentioned concluſion, that 
the promiſe of the land of Canaan was included in that 
covenant; for temporal bleſſings are included in the co 
venant of grace. © Godlineſs is profitable unto all things, 
having the PROMIS F of the life that now is, as well 
as for that which is to come,” x Tim. iv. 8. - 
2. Circumciſion was a ſeal of this covenant of grace, ans 
was, by God's appointment, adminiſtered to infant. children. 
That it was the token, or ſeal of ' Abraham's covenant, 
you ſee in the very inſtitution, Gen. xvii. 11.“ Ye ſhall” 
% be circumciſed, and it ſhall be a token of the covehant 
between me and you.“ And again, © This is my co- 
« venant, which ye ſhall keep between me and you; Every 
* man child among you ſhall be circumciſed.” And the 
apoſtle tells us expreſsly, Rom. iii. 11. that © Abraham 
received the ſign of circumciſion, a ſeal of the righ- 
* teouſneſs of faith :” and that the promiſe of his cove- 
G 2 nagt 
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; nant was not © to Abraham, and his ſeed, through the 
| © law, but through the righteouſneſs of faith,” i. e. the 
| covenant of grace; for what has faith to do with a legal 
| covenant of works? And that this ſeal of the covenant 
was, by God's appointment, adminiſtered to the infant- 
children of Abrahams poſterity, in all their ſucceeding 
generations, will not be denied by any, who have read the 
& hiſtory of the Old Teſtament. . | 7 
Nou from theſe two propoſitions, that the covenant 
With Abraham was the covenant of grace, and that cir- 
& cumciſion was the ſeal of that covenant, and adminiſtered 
to infant-children by God's appointment, it follows, as 
plain as any conſequence ean follow, that the children of 
| confœderate parents, were once included, together with 
their parents, in the covenant of grace. 

That this was the caſe of Abraham's children has been 
&: undeniably proved; and that this was the caſe of the Iſ- 
raelites, under the Moſaic diſpenſation, is evident from 
the expreſs word, Deut. xxik. 10. and onward; where 
we have a renewal of the ſame covenant. | . 
% Ye ſtand this day, all of you, before the Lord your 
% God; your captains of your tribes, your elders, and 
your officers, with all the men of Iſrael; your little 
e ones, your wives, and thy ſtranger that is in thy camp, 
from the hewer of thy wood, unto the drawer of thy 

es water: that thou ſhouldſt enter into covenant with the 

Lord thy God, and into his oath, which the Lord thy 
God maketh with thee this day; that he may eſtabliſh 
| & thee to-day for a people unto himſelf, and that he may 
e be to thee a God,” &c. Obſerve how their LITTLE 
| ONES are partakers in this ſolemn tranſaction. He then 
| who denies that children were taken into this covenant, 
may as well deny this to be the word of God. Nay, it 
is evident, from the conſtant practice of circymciling in- 
| fants, that they were always conſidered as included with 
| the confœderate parents; and on this footing, that ſeal of 
the covenant was adminiſtered. Since then the children 
of confcederate parents were, by God himſelf, admitted 
into covenant, they muſt ſtill be acknowledged by God 
as parties in the new covenant, or rather new adminiſtra- 
tion of the covenant ; and ought to be {6 eee 


3 ah . ag thee gs =! DTErnes 
* — — 
— — © 2 — — 


—— — 


INT ANT-BAPT ISM. 45. 


by us, unleſs there is good ground for their excluſion 3 
| for a privilege, once granted to the church, muſt co 
tinue through all ages, unleſs the donor is pleaſed to tet 

* l | 
voke it; and that the covenant-intereſt of children is 4 
privilege, the apoſtle plainly proves, in his anſwer to the 
» queſtion, © What advantage hath the Jew, and what pro- 
fit is there in circumciſion? Much every way.” Das: 
vid acknowledged it a privilege, and pleaded it before 
God; „ am thy ſervant, and the fon of thy hands. 
« maid,” Pſal. cxvi. 16. Now if this be a privilege, and 
God has once granted it to his church, when has he ever” 
revoked it? It is certain he did receive children into his 
- church, with their parents, and granted them the ſealz; 
this js undeniable fact. Now, has he given the leaſt inti- 
mation, that it was his deſign ever to exclude them? 
There is not a ſingle text in the Bible, that teaches either 
expreſily or by conſequence, that they ought to be cut off 
from that ancient privilege. Neither has Jeſus Chriſt, by} 
any doctrine, or inſtitution, debarred them from their e 
venant-intereſt, but rather confirmed it, as I ſhall ſhew in? 
the ſequel _. _—_—_—_ 
There is nothing in the nature, ar conſtitution of th 
goſpel-covenant that excludes them; nor can any reaſon 
be ſuggeſted for it from their incapacity; for they are as 
capable now of bleſlings, and of the ſeal of the covenant, i 
as they were under the law. Therefore, ſince it is unde- 
niable, that God has of old received infants into coves? 
nant, and has never ſince, either dire ctly, or conſequen 
tially debarred, or cut them off from this privilege ; and 
ſince no reaſon can be aſſigned, why they ought to be 
excluded; I muſt, I am conſtrained to believe, that it is 
{till his will, that they ſhould be reckoned as parties in bis 
Covenant, and intitled to the external ſeal, 1 
3. I now proceed to the third thing that was propoſed 
under the firſt general head, (viz.) That baptiſm is a | 
feal of the ſame covenant, made with Abraham, inſti» || 
tuted in the room of circumciſion; and therefore ought || 
fy be adminiſtered to the children of profeſſed be- 
lever J. + | | * 38 
1ſt, If the covenant made with Abraham was a cove- || 
nant of grace, and an everlaſting covenant, as has been 
nk | 1 proved | 


* 
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proved, then baptiſm muſt be a ſeal of the ſame cove- 
nant, and muſt have been inſtituted in the room of cir- 
cuinciſion, juſt as the Lord's ſupper is inſtituted in the 
room of the ancient paſſover: and this the apoſtle plainly 
aſſerts to be the caſe, Col, ii. 11. In whom alſo ye are 
| © circumciſed with the circumciſion made without hands, 
in putting off the body of the ſins of the fleſh, by the 
«circumciſion of Chriſt ; buried with him in baptiſm.” 
Here it is neceſſary to obſerve, that the Coloſſians were 
g perplexed with Judaizing teachers, urging the neceſſity 
| of circumciſion. The apoſtle tells them they need it not, 
bdut are complete in Chriſt without that Jewiſh rite, ſince 
they had been baptized in the name of the Lord Jeſus; 
Which he calls the circumciſion of Chriſt, or, as it might 
be rendered, the Chriſtian circumciſion, which exactly 
| anſwers the ſpiritual uſe and deſign of that Jewiſh inſtitu- 
tion. What then can be meant by the circumciſion of 
Chriſt, but baptiſm? It cannot be the circumciſion that 
= Chriſt received when an infant; for that was the Jewiſh 
kite the apoſtle was arguing againſt. It cannot be the 
E ipiritual circumciſion of the heart; for this is mentioned 
in the foregoing clauſe, and called a circumciſion without 
hands. And to underſtand this circumciſion of Chriſt 
to be the /ame, would make an unreaſonable tautology ; 
as if he had faid, 'Ye are circumciſed with the ſpiritual 
Elrcumciſion by the ſpiritual circumciſion, which would 
have been nonſenſe. But the apoſtle has put it out of all 
doubt; for he explains the circumciſion of Chriſt, to 
mean, their being buried with him in baptiſm. The plain 
ſenſe then is, Ye have the myſtical intention of that Jewiſh 
rite in the circumciſion of Chriſt, which is a being baptized 
in the name of the Lord. But, | 
" 2dly, Baptiſm ſignifies the ſame thing with circumci- 
| fion; and may we not therefore conclude that baptiſm 
| was inſtituted in its room? Did the blood of circumciſion 
point to the blood of Jeſus Chriſt, as that whereby guilt 
is removed? ſo does the water of baptiſm. Did circum- 
eiſion ſignify our natural corruption, and our need of re- 
generation and ſanctification by the Spirit? ſo does 
baptiſm. Was circumciſion the ſacrament of admiſſion 
into that church of Iſracl ? ſo is baptiſm into the b. e 
| IS church. 


% 


ſtituted in the room of circumciſion. 
that Jewiſh rite, and conſequently the Chriſtian church, 
by the coming of Chriſt, has been deprived: of a ſacra- 


Jewiſh diſpenſation; for the © profit of circumciſion,” | 


the temple, our Chriſtian aſſemblies. Inſtead of the! 


Ls 


eiſion was, that is, to the infants of confœderate parents? 


calls baptiſm, ſatisfy his Jewiſh hearers, if it was not to 
extend to their children, as well as the circumciſion of 


Inſtead of the ancient rite, would have been no latisfac- 
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church. Was circumciſion a badge of relation ta. the 
God of Iſrael? ſo is baptiſm of relation to Chriſt. And 
was circumciſion a ſign and ſeal of the covenant of grace 
and of the righteouſneſs of faith? ſo is. baptiſm. 'The} 
analogy in theſe, and in many other particulars, that 
might be mentioned, plainly ſhews, that baptiſm was ins | 


Again, 3dly, If baptiſm does not come in the room of 
circumciſion, then we have no ordinance anſwering to 


ment, which was reckoned of ſingular advantage in the 


the apoſtle aſſerts, was much every way.“ And if ſo, | 
the Chriſtian church has loſt much every way, by having 
nothing appointed in its ſtead. We find that other inſti- | 
tutions, under the Old Teſtament, are ſupplied by ſome- 
thing anſwerable in the New. Inſtead of the paſſ vers 
we have the Lord's ſupper. Inſtead of the Jewiſh prieſts, 
golpel-miniſters. Inſtead of the meeting of the trives att 


ſeventh-day Sabbath, we have the firſt day of the weeks 
And does nothing ſucceed circumciſion? Is a divine ord» 
nance totally loſt? Surely ſuch a ſuppoſition is abfugd.1 
And if any thing does ſucceed cireumeiſion, baptiſm cer- 
tainly ſtands the faireſt for its ſucceſſor, as it has the 
ſame uſe and meaning, and is a ſign of the ſame co 
nant. 1 
Now if baptiſm ſucceeds circumciſion, as a ſeal of the 
ſame covenant, is it not an undeniable inference, that it 
ought to be adminiſtered to the ſame ſubjects as circum. 


Could that circumciſion of Chriſt, which the apoſtle 


Abraham? They were enraged at Paul, we are told, when 


they heard that he taught the Jews, who were among 


= 


the Gentiles, that they ought not to circumciſe theit 
children, Acts xxi. 21. Therefore, his telling them that 
baptiſm was the circumciſion of, Chriſt, and took place 


tion 
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tion to them, had it been only for adults, and not for 
their infant-children. The apoſtle therefore muſt have 
intended it for both, or elſe he had given no ſatisfaory 
: 1 to the plea of the Jews for retaining circumci- 
ES On. | . : | 5 F 
Thus I have ſhewn, that the covenant with Abraham, 


was a covenant of grace ;—that circamcifion was a ſeal 


of that covenant, and by God's appointment adminiſtered 
to his infant-children ;—that baptiſm is a ſeal of the /ame 
covenant, and therefore ought to be adminiſtered to the 
ame ſubje&s; i. e. the infant-children of confœderate 
and believing parents; becauſe their ancient right to this 
s feal has never been diſannulled. A ME 


II. I now proceed to ſhew the evidences we have, 
both from ſcripture and hiſtory, that the baptiſm of in- 
fants was the common practice, both of the apoſtles and 
the primitive churches. Now the evidence we have, that 
this was the practice of the apoſtles, is of two kinds: 
| 1/7, Their acknowledging the covenant-relation of 
children, under the goſpel, as well as under the law. 
E And, | _ A Z | 
ay, The ſtrong probability we have, that there were 
infant children among thoſe whom they baptized. 
t 1/2, then, It is indifputably evident, that the apoſtle did 
allow the covenant-intereſt of children, under the goſpel, 
as well as under the law. I have already ſſiewn, that the 
text itſelf plainly aſſerts, that the promiſe of Abraham's 
*covenant was to believers and their infant- children; and 
to this, I would add that paſſage, Rom. xi. 16.“ For if 
es the root be holy, ſo are the branches: and if ſome of 
« the branches be broken off, and thou being#ia wild olive- 
e tree, wert graffed in amongſt them, and with them 
n partakeſt of the root and fatneſs of the olive. tree, Ec. 
Now by the root here, the apoſtle intends Abraham, and 
by the branches his poſterity, who partook in the ſame 
privileges with him, by virtue of their intereſt in the 
ſame covenant, till they were broken off. Here then is 
plainly aſſerted the fœderal holineſs, or covenant-intereſt 
of the children of confœderate parents. If the root be 
holy, ſo are the branches. God has ſaid it, and _=_ 
[EL -- are 
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dare unſay it? And as this is not ſpoken of real holineſs, 
or truly gracious habits, (for no parent can convey real 
holineſs to his children), it muſt then mean a fœderal or 
covenant-holineſs, ſuch as denominated the Jews in. ge- 
neral, a holy nation; not that they were all truly gras * 
cious, but viſibly dedicated to God, and members of his 
viſible church; and in conſequente of this, had his ordt- 
nances adminiſtered to them. This is the holineſs we 
plead, for the children of believers, or confcederate pa- 
rents. Now it is here aſſerted, that the believing Gen- 
tiles, are ſo ingrafted into this ſtock, and fo united to 
Abraham, by covenant relation, as to partake of the ſame 
privileges that Abraham's children once did, and from 
which they were now broken off. For obſerve, the graft- 7? 
ed in, anſwers exactly to the broken off. The broken off 

of the Jews, was from the viſible church; fo is the graft- 7 
ed in, of the Gentiles, into the viſible churchalfo. © _ 
The broken of reached parents and children, and ſo } 
muſt the grafted in. And if the believing Gentiles par- 
took of the fatneſs of the ſame olive, 2. e. of the Jame 
privileges of which the Jews did, then their children cer= 
tainly muſt be included in the covenant, and intitled to 
the external feal; for that the Fewiſh children were is 
plain fact; and if Gentile children are excluded, and not 
taken into covenant, by baptiſm, as the others were by 
circumciſion, then they do not partake of the ſame pri- 
vileges with the Jews, who are broken off; and conſe= 1 
quently the apoſtle's aſſertion muſt be falſe, and his ar- 
gument inconcluſive. | ; 9 
Another text which proves the covenant-intereſt of 


the infants of believing parents, in the judgment of the 


apoſtle, is, 1 Cor. vii. 14. For the unbelieving huſband 

« is ſanctified by the wife, and the unbelieving wife is 

* ſanctified by the huſband, elſe were your children un- 
e clean, but now are they holy.” The queſtion propoſed 
was this; © Whether it was lawful for a believing huſband 
Dor wife, to live with their unbelieving companion?” 
This the apoſtle anſwers in the affirmative, for which he 
gives this reaſon, the unbeliever is ſanctified by the be- 
liever, whoſe duty it is to conſecrate his all to God, as he 
actually does, elſe were your children unclean, but now 4 
F | DE _—_ 
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are they holy. This is a plain intimation, that it would 


not be conſiſtent with the Chriſtian character, to continue 


in a marriage-relation with an infidel, if their children 


3 would, in ſuch cafe, be unclean. Here wnclean, and 


holy, are ſet in direct oppoſition. Now to be unclean in 


the ſtile of ſcripture, as oppoſed to holy, is to be out of 


the viſible church, or without any viſible intereſt in, or 
covenant-relation to God: fee Acts x. 14. where Peter 
uſes the word unclean, with reference to Cornelius, be- 
cauſe he was not viſibly in covenant, being a Gentile. 
And, on the other hand, to be holy, muſt ſignify to have 
a viſible intereſt in the covenant, or viſibly to belong to 
God. So that the covenant-relation of the children of 
believing parents is here plainly aſſerted. What elſe can 


be meant by their being holy? It cannot mean legitimacy, 
as ſome pretend; for the legitimacy of children has no 


dzpeneance on the relative character, or profeſſion of their 
parents, but only on a lawful marriage; which is no 
peculiar privilege of the church, but of mankind in gene- 
ral. It cannot mean a real internal holineſs; for this 


is not at all derived from the moſt eminent believing pa- 


rents. But it is plain, the apoſtle here means ſome kind 
of holineſs that depends on one of the parents being a 
believer, and without which they would be unclean. If 
this then is not a fœderal holinets, or a viſible covenant- 


i relation, let any man, if he can, tell what it is. If it is 
a faderal holineſs, or covenant-relation, then here is a 


plain proof, that the apoſtle looked upon the children of 
confœderate parents, as having the ſame intereſt in the 


| covenant, under the goſpel, as they had under the law; 


and if they had the ſame intereſt in the covenant, they 
had the ſame right to the external fea] : for a right to 
| baptiſm is acknowledged, by all, to be founded on a vi- 
| fible intereſt in the covenant of grace. This gave Abra- 


| ground of admiſſion to baptiſm, which none will deny ; 


ham and his children a right to circumciſion under the 
| Jaw; and this it is that gives both parents and children a 
right to baptiſm under the goſpel. Now, if the apoſtle 
looked on the children of believing parents, as having 
an intereſt in the covenant of grace, as has been proved; 


and if they eſteemed a viſible covenant-intereſt to be the 


then 


4 ciples,” &c.? 
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then we have undeniable evidence, that they did in fat 
baptize the children of all profe ſſing believers ; and that 


they underſtood their commiſſion, as authorizing them ſo 


to do, when they were bid to“ go and teach all nations, 
« baptizing them in the name of the Father, of the Son, 
* and of the Holy Ghoſt.” The word teach, is, in the 
original, to make diſciples, or learn; and children are 
capable in this ſenſe of being made diſciples; nay, the 
children of believing parents under the goſpel, are called 
diſciples expreſsly, Acts xv. 10. © Now therefore, why } 
© tempt ye God, to put a yoke upon the neck of the diſ- 

The yoke here mentioned was circumciſion, which 
was appointed to be adminiſtered to infant-children, as 
you ſee in the context; therefore children are called diſ- 
ciples, and as they are capable of being admitted, as leazn= 
ers, in the ſchool of Chriſt, and have that intereſt in the 
covenant, on which that right of baptiſm is founded; } 
they muſt be included in the words, all nations, men- 


| tioned in the commiſſion. And, beſides this clear evi» 
dence, that they underſtood their commiſſion to inelude 
| believers infants, we have alſo, from ſcripture accounts, 


the higheſt probability that their general practice was 


_ accordingly ; for we read that they baptized whole houſe- 


holds. For inſtance, Lydia, and her houſehold ; the 
jailor, and all that were his; and the houſehold of Ste- 
phanas. And is it probable that there were no infant- 


children in any of theſe families? We read, when God 


ſmote the firſt-born of Egypt, there was not an houſe, 
in which there was not one dead; conſequently not an 


houſe in Egypt, in which there was not a child. And 


is it probable, or credible, to an unprejudiced mind, that 
in all the houſeholds baptized, there was not one child? 
Suppoſe it had been ſaid of one proſelyted to the Jewiſh 
religion, that he, and his houſehold, or that he, and all 
his, were circumciſed; would any doubt whether his in- 
fant-children were circumciſed? I believe not: for this 
was a known practice, ever ſince Abraham's covenant, 


to receive the children with the parents into a covenant- 


relation. And J have ſhewn that the ſame reaſons hold 


for their admiſſion under the goſpel. It would ſeem then, 
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as it bad always been the practice of the church, to ad- 
miniſter the ſeal of the covenant to the infants of confœ- 
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derate parents, that there would have been ſome di ſap- 
robation of it, or ſome expreſs declaration againſt it, 


il if it is not to be continued. So great a change as that of 


caſting infants out of the viſible church, who had been 
admitted for ſo many hundred years, by a divine appoint» 
ment, can hardly be ſuppoſed, without an expreſs decla- 
ration forbidding them. | a 
Would the apoſtles have refuſed them that Chriſtian- 
memberſhip, and the ſeal of the covenant, which they 
had ſo long enjoyed, without any expreſs command for 


that purpoſe? And if they had received ſuch a command, 


and, in conſequence, made ſo great a change in the con- 
ſtitution of the church, ſhould we have had no account 
of it? would it not have made a noiſe and ſtir among the 
believing Jews, or $6 leaſt, have been a matter of record? 
Since therefore infants were admitted to the ſeal of the 
covenant of grace till the apoſtles day; and ſince we have 
no account that they ever rejected them, or cut them 
off from that privilege; and gſpeciallyj ſince they baptized 
whole houſeholds, upon the converſion of the parents, 


or heads of the family; we have, I think, ſufficient evi- 


dence, that it was their common practice to baptize 
them. = | 80 

I now paſs on to conſider the evidence which Ve have, 
that the baptiſm of children was the conſtant practice of 
the primitive church from the apoſtles time ; which will 
ſtill confirm the evidence that it was their practice alſo, 


For it cannot be ſuppoſed but that thoſe, who lived ſo 


near the apoſtles, as the firſt, ſecond, and third centuries, 


E muſt have known what was the practice of the apoſtles 


| themſelves, and that they practiſed accordingly. For it 


is allowed by all, that the church was then in its purity, and 


not corrupted with innovations, and: ſuperſtitions: and 
| the writers of thoſe times are not only witneſſes, that 


infant-baptiſm was the practice in their day, but expreſs- 
ly declare, ſome of them, that it was the practice of 
the apoſtles themſelves, and of the church from their 
time. | : 2 

The 1/ evidence I would produce is Irenus, who, 5 


bout the practice of the church down to his time. It is 


thers, when they ſpoke of baptiſm, uſed the thing ſigni- 


of the covenant; ſo by Irenus, and others, baptiſm. is 


regeneration, and the renzwing of the Holy Ghoſt, 3 


character ſpeaks of it as commanded to children and little 


«© name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
« Ghoſt.” Here it is plain, that by the command of re. 


as the above quotation plaialy proves, his teſtimony is 


infants and little ones, being regenerated unto God. 


ting the thing ſignified for the ſign, is further evident from 


the beſt accounts, was born before the death of the apoſtle 
John, and was well acquainted with Polycarp, Who was 
John's diſciple; and therefore could not be miſtaken a 


true, he mentions infant-baptiſm only tranſiently; for it 

had not then been a matter of diſpute, and therefore there 

was no occaſion given for arguing about lt. 
It muſt allo be obſerved, that he, and many of the fa» 


fied for the ſign; and, as in the Old Teſtament, eireum- 
ciſion is called the covenant, inſtead of the ſign and ſeal 


called regeneration, becauſe it is the outward ſign of 


With how much propriety he calls it fo, is nothing to 
me, if it appears that he does call it ſo, and under that } 


ones, his teſtimony is directly to the purpoſe, And that 
he does uſe the word regeneration for baptiſm, is plain 
from his own words: © When Chriſt,” ſays he, gave his 
* diſciples the command of regenerating-unto God, he 
« ſaid, Go and teach all nations, baptizing them in the 


generating, he means the command of baptizing; not 
that he ſuppoſes baptiſm was reg-neration ; but he puts 
the thing ſignified for the ſign, juſt as God himſelf does, 
when he calls circumciſion his covenant, which was a 
ſign or token of his covenant, - 

Allowing then, that he uſes regeneration for baptiſm 


* 
= 
L 


plain for the baptiſm of infants; for he adds: “ Chriſt 
* came to ſave thoſe, who by him are regenerated unte 
“ God, (i. e. baptized), both infants and little ones, and 
* young men and elderly perſons.” Here he ſpeaks of 


And that he uſes the word regeneration for baptiſm, put» 


the concurring practice of his contemporary writers; 
particularly Juſtin Martyr, who has theſe words:“ They 
*© are regenerated in the ſame way in which we have been 

* regenerated ; for they are waſhed with water, in the 
| SE Nam 38 
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name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt.” 
If it be ſaid, there was an impropriety in calling rege- 
neration baptiſm, it is nothing to the preſent argument ; 
for that they did call it ſo, is undeniably fact from theſe 
| quotations; and it is equally fact, that they ſpoke of it 
as commanded to infants, and little ones, as well as young 
men, and elderly perſons. 1555 
In the beginning of the third century, Origen expreſsly 
declares infant-baptiſm to have been the conſtant uſe of 


| he was attempting, in the eighth homily, to prove the 
doctrine of original ſin, and that infants were guilty as 
{ foon as born, and makes uſe of their baptiſm as an argu- 


* the forgiveneſs of ſins: but why,” continues he, © are 
| © infants, by the uſage of the church, baptized, if they 
4 have nothing that wants forgiveneſs?” And again, 
| he adds, It is becauſe by the ſacrament of baptiſm the 
Ho er of our birth is taken away, that infants are 
baptized.“ With much more to the ſame purpoſe. 
| Hereis as plain a teſtimony as can be given, that infant- 


Was then a point out of all diſpute; or elſe he never would 
have thought it an argument to prove original ſin. Nay, 
| he not only aſſerts it to be the uſage of the church in his 
time, but declares that they received it from the apoſtles 
for in his comment on the epiſtle to the Romans, he has 
| theſe words: © The church had alfo, from the apoſtles, 
an order to give baptiſm to infants; for they, to whom 
the divine myſterics were committed, knew that there 


| & was, in all perſons, a natural pollution, which ought 


| & to be waſhed away by water, and the Spirit.“ 


| © Now Origen was born about the year of our Lord 


183, within 100 years of the apoſtles themſelves. Both 
| his father and grandfather were Chriſtians. He was one 
of the moſt learned men of that age, and preached the 
| goſpel in Rome, in Greece, in Paleſtine, and Syria, and 


all the churches, And the manner in which he ſpeaks 
of it makes his evidence the ffronge/?, as he uſes it for an 
| argument to prove another doctrine, (viz.) original fin, 


the church. The occaſion of his mentioning it was this; 


| ment. © The baptiſm of children,” ſays he, “is given for 


| baptiſm was the ſtanding uſage of the church; and that it 


therefore could not but be acquainted with the uſage of 


had not been an univerſally acknowledged truth in his 


fact as any of the reſt. For if it was not the cuſtom to 


which he could not have done with any propriety; if it 


day. | 398 : 
Tertullian alſo, who was contemporary with Origen, ' 
gives us a plain proof, that infant-baptiſm was the conſtant 


practice of the church in his day. 


: | } >: 6" <3 wb 

It is true, he ſpeaks againſt it, and adviſes that it ſhould 
be delayed till grown to years, nay, till after marriage. 
The reaſon was, he had entertained a notion, that ſins, 
committed after baptiſm, were next to, if not utterly un- 
pardonable; and therefore adviſed that the | baptiſm of 


children ſhould be delayed, unleſs in caſe of neceſſity, 


even till after marriage, imagining they would then be 
leſs liable to temptation, &c. Many other odd and fingular } 
opinions are found in his writings, and therefore it may 

be remembered, that I neither quote him, or any other 


the fathers, with a view to be determined, by their @+ 


pinions, whether infants ought to be baptized, or not, 
but only to prove what was matter of fact, that the bap-⸗ 
tiſm of children was the practice of the church, whether ? 
right or wrong; and Tertullian ſpeaking againſt it, (for 
the reaſons above-mentioned), is as plain a proof of the 


baptize children, why thould he ſpeak againſt it? Surely 
he would not fight with his own ſhadow, or oppoſe 4 


practice, or cuſtom, that had no exiſtence. And beſides," * 


he allows it in caſes of neceſlity, i. e. when in danger of 
death ; ſo that he was only againſt it for the abſurd reaſon 
he mentions, leſt they ſhould fall into more aggravated 
ſin. And therefore he would not have it adminiſtered in 
common caſes till after marriage. _—_—_— 
The next evidence, I would produce, is the bleſſed: : 
Martyr Cyprian, who was made overſeer of the churches | 


at Carthage, about 248 years after the birth of Chriſt. 


A queſtion was ſtarted in his time, whether infants might: 


be baptized, before they were eight days old? becauſe” 


that was the day in which circumciſion was to be admi- 
niſtered. On this he calls a council of .miniſters, no leſs 


than 66 in number, who all unanimouſly agreed, that 


baptiſm ought not to be delayed till the eighth day, at 


leaſt, that there Was no neceſſity of ſuch a delay. A large 
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letter was wrote to this purpoſe to ſatisfy all who were 
in doubt about this queſtion, and ſigned by Cyprian in the 
name of the reſt. 9 
No obſerve, the queſtion was not, Whether infants 
| were to be baptized? this was allowed by all; but the only 
| queſtion was, Whether, like circumciſion, it muſt be li- 
mited to the eighth day from the birth? 1 
And this they determined in the negative, and fay, it 
may with equal propriety be adminiſtered ſooner. _ 
St Ambroſe, who wrote about 274 years from the 
& apoſtles, declares expreſsly, that the baptiſm of infants 
has been the practice of the apoſtles themfelves, and of 
the church till that time And this he mentions only 
E tranſiently, when ſpeaking on another ſubje&t, which 
& plainly proves it was not a ſubje& of debate. It would 
| weary your patience to cite all the authors that might be 
produced to this purpoſe. I ſhall therefore conclude with 
the teſtimony of St Auſtin, who wrote his piece againſt 
the Donatiſts, about 300 years after the apoſtles, in which 
he has theſe very words: © If any aſk for divine autho- 
E © rity in the matter of infants being baptized, though 
| © that which the whole church practifes, and which has 
E © not been inſtituted by council, but was ever in uſe, is 
| © very reaſonably believed to be no other than a thing 
F < delivered by the authority of the apoſtles; yet, ſays he, 
þ < we may take a true eſtimate how much baptiſm avails 
g © infants, by the circumciſion which God's former people 
-#. received.” * 1 
The ſame thing he urges in his controverſy with Pe- 
lagius, which was about the year 410. Now Pelagius 
bad taught, that infants were born free from any ſinful 
defilements. St Auſtin writes againſt him, and in ſiſts on 
the baptiſm of infants, which was the known and ſtand- 
ing practice of the church, as an argument of their natu- 
ral defilement. In this plea he has theſe words: © That 
E © infants are by all Chriſtians acknowledged to ſtand in 
© need. of baptiſm, which muſt be in them for original 
„ fin, fince they have no other.” Again, ſays he, If 
„ they have no fin, why are they accepted to the uſage 
of the church-baptiſm ? Why are they waſhed with the 
„ layer of regeneration, if they have no defilement?” _ 
45 f | Pelagius 
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Pelagius was extremely puzzled with this argument, 
as he could not pretend to deny infant-baptiſm. Nay, } 
when ſome charged him with denying it, (as the neceſſary 
conſequence of this doctrine), he tries to refute the charge, 
and has theſe remarkable words : a 4 

Men {lander me,” ſays he, © as if I denied baptiſm to 
& infants.” This he calls a ſlander, and ſays, that he 
never heard of any, no not the worſt of heretics, that 
would ſay ſuch a thing of infants. 


This confeſſion is the ſtrongeſt demonſtration, that 
 infant-baptiſm was univerſally practiſed, time out of mind; 
or elſe he, whoſe intereſt it was to deny it, to anſwer 
the arguments of his adverſary, would certainly have done 
it. But ſo far - is he from that, though his cauſe required 
it, that he expreſsly declares, he does not deny it, nor 
ever heard of any that did. Now Pelagius was a great 
ſcholar, and a great traveller. He had been to Rome, 
Africa, Egypt, and Jeruſalem, where he ſpent much 
time; and there fore muſt be acquainted with the rites of 
the fathers, and cuſtoms of the churches in all thoſe parts; 
and yet he declares that he had never heard of any that 
had denied baptiſm to infants. It is as plain then as 
hiſtory can make it, that there had been then no diſpute } 
about the point; and that there was not, neither had been 
any ſe& of people profeſling Chriſtianity, that denied it, 
from the apoſtles time to that day. Nor is there the 
| leaſt evidence, that it was ever oppoſed by any man, or 
ſociety of men, for ſix or ſeven hundred years from that 
time. And now, what is the conſequence? You ſee, 
that the baptizing infants was the practice of churches, 
derived from the apoſtles time, and ſo on for eleven or 
twelve hundred years, which is as plain a fact as hiſtory, 
and the writings of thoſe times, can make it. The con- 
ſequence is, that if infant-baptiſm is a nullity, and not a- 
greeable to the inſtitution of Chriſt, then the church muſt 
have loſt an orcinance of ;Chriſt during all this period. 
Nay, they muſt have loſt it in the very firſt ages, and 
pureſt times, and there mult have been no regular baptiſm, 
conſequently no Chriſtian miniſters, or any ordinances, * 
for eleven hundred years or more. And can any man, 
of an impartial mind, believe- this? What -then would: 
a 8 become 
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become of our Saviour's promiſe, to be preſent in the 


adminiſtration of baptiſm? Lo! I am with you always, 


even to the end of the world.” For that they baptized 


infants you ſee is fact; and if this was not agreeable to 
his inſtitution, he could not be with them in the admini- 
ſtration of that ordinance, and therefore his preſence muſt 
fail, and his chureh, during all that long periad, of many 
hundred years, muſt have had no regular baptiſm, and 
conſequently could be no regular goſpel- church. And 
who can perſuade himſelf, os imagine, that Chriſt had 
no church in the world during all that period? Beſides, 
if infant-baptiſm had, in any of thoſe periods, been in- 
troduced by men, and had not been the cuſtom of the 
church from the apoſtles; how ſtrange muſt it appear 


that there ſhould be no account, no not the leaſt hint, 


in all antiquity, when it was introduced, or by whom? 


Had it been human invention, would it have been ſo uni- 
verſal in the firſt 300 years, and yet no record left, when 
it was introduced, nor of any diſpute, or controverſy a- 


bout it? This is incredible. 
Me have particular accounts in hiſtory, when the bap- 
tiſm of infants began to be denied and diſputed, and by 
whom; but no account of any time or means of its in- 
troduCtior: which is a plain proof, that it muſt have been 
handed down from the apoſtles, and have-been a ſtanding 
thy in the church from their time. Again, if infant- 

aptiſm is a nullity, it is plain, from the hiſtorical facts 
above mentioned, there can now be no regular baptiſm in 
the world, nor ever will be to the end of time, ſince a 
ſucceſſion of adult baptiſms cannot ſo much as be pretend- 
ed to. | | 


Thoſe then, who firſt began to baptize adults, were 
themſelves baptized in their infaney; and therefore, being 


unbaptized themſelves, according to the Anabaptiſt's 


ſcheme, could never have authority to baptize others. So 


that all the preſent adult baptiſms, if traced back, muſt 
eome originally from thoſe, who were baptized in infan- 
cy; and conſequently, on their principles, can have no 
validity in them. We muſt therefore. give into one of 
theſe.three things; either, 1/7, That a ſucceſſion of adult 


bapriſts can be traced from the apoſtles; or, 2dly, That 


infant- 
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Infant baptiſmiis valid, and agreeable to the inſtitution 
of Chriſt; or elſe, 3dly, That there neither is, nor can” 


be, any regular baptiſm in the chureh, to the end of the 
world: ; | 3 bot | i 
The 1½ can never be done, as all muſt allow; the 
laſt is too ſhocking and impious to be admitted. And 
therefore the 24 muſt be acknowledged, viz. that infant» 
baptiſm is valid and agreeable to the inſtitution of Jeſus 


_ Chriſt; for a fourth concluſion cannot be thought on. 


III. But I haften in the laſt plate, to anſwer ſome of 
the moſt material Sbjeftions that are made againſt the 
doctrine, and by which thoſe of contrary ſentiments puzzle 
and confound the minds of 'men, and endeavour to ren- 


der the ſubje& obſcure. The moſt common obje ctions 


are ſuch as tKeſe; 1/7, We have no expreſs command in 
ſcripture for baptizing infants ; and therefore, it is inſinu- 
ated, we act without any watrant from the divine word. 
To this I anſwer, if there ate virtual and implicit com- 
mands for it, and if it is commanded by cleat ſcripture- 
conſequence, it is of equal force, as if it had been faid in 
expreſs terms, Baptize your infant-children.” 
-A command may be as clearly inferred, by way of con- 
ſequence, from certain premiſes, as if it was in expreſs: 
words. See an inſtance of this in Paul and Barnabas, 
Acts xiii. 46. Lo!“ ſay they, © we turn to the Gentiles, 


« fot ſo hath the Lord commanded us, ſaying, I have ſet 


« thee to be a light of the Gentiles.” Now, the com- 
mand they ſpeak of, is not at all expreſs, but implicit ; for 


what they call a command, is a promiſe made to Chriſt x: 


%] have ſet thee to be a light of the Gentiles.” This 
they conſtrue to be an implicit command, directing them 


in the way of duty. Lo! we turn to the Gentiles, for 


&« ſo hath the Lord commanded us.” Where had the 


Lord commanded them? Why virthaily and implicitly in 
this promiſe, made to his Son, I have ſet thee to be a 
« light to the Gentiles,” &c. This then being granted, 
that a virtual and implicit command, is of equal force, 


as if it had been expreſſed; it is eaſy to deny the objection, 
and ſay, we have many commands to baptize our infant 
children. And, ½, God's command to Abraham to eir- 
- . 2 cumciſe 
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cumciſe his infant. children, is a virtual and implicit com-. 


mand to believers to baptize theirs; for believers are 
Abraham's ſpiritual feed, and heirs according to the pro- 
mile. Here you ſee an expreſs command was once given 
to initiate children into the church, by a ſacramental rite 
that is commanded, and has never been repealed, and 


therefore ſtill remains in force, as I have proved before. 
Again, Chriſt's commanding to ſuffer little children to 


come unto him, and not forbid them, is a virtual, or 
implicit command, that parents ought to bring their 
children to kim in baptiſm. For the ground on which 
that command is founded, is, Of ſuch is the kingdom 
% Of heaven.“ Which, to make the leaſt that can be 


made of it, is, tbat they have a viſible intereſt in the co- 


venant, and a right to memberſhip in his viſible kingdom. 
And we know, yea, it is acknowledged by all, that a 
viſible intereſt in the covenant is the ſcripture-ground on 
which baptiſm ought to be adminiſtered. _ 500 
Again, the command that our Saviour gave, Go and 
4 diſciple all nations, and baptize them,” is an implicit, 
if not an expreſs command to baptize the children of Chri- 
ftian nations; for nations muſt include children, as you 
ſee in the promiſe made to Abraham, © In thy ſeed, i. e. 


in thy children ſhall all nations be bleſſed.” Now, if chi, 
dren are not here included in the words all nations, then 


— 


it will follow, that all that die in infancy muſt periſh 
without exception, having no intereſt in the bleſſings of 
Chriſt; and if the words all nations include them here, fo 
it muſt in the commiſſion above mentioned, and conſe- 


{ quently they are virtually, and implicitly commanded to 
be baptized. Again, the exhortation to the Jews in the 
text © to be baptized,” is an implicit, if not an expreſs 
| command to baptize their children; for the exhortation 
is grounded on the promiſe, and the promile is to them 
and their children. 


Thus you ſee the ſcripture abounds with implicit and 


virtual commands to baptize our children, and ſuch com- 


mands are looked upon fufficient to determine our con- 


* 


| 


} 
| 
| 


duct in other caſes, and therefore, why not in this? For 
example, who doubts but it is a commanded duty to keep 


the firit day of therweek for a Sabbath, and yet where is 
8 | | the 


— —  — —— 


the formal expreſs command? It is commanded only vit- 


gether, but this is a negative precept, the affirmative e- 


expreſsly commanded to receive the ſeal of the covenant, 


venant to their children, there was no neceſſity of renews 


is the ſame reaſon for it in the one "caſe, as in the 'o> 


yet no man has any right to conclude from hence, that, in 
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tually and implicitly. I | 
Who doubts that public worſhip is a commanded duty? 
Yeti, where is the expreſs command in ſo many words? 


We are bid not to foriake the aſſembling ourſelves to- 


quiring us / to aſſemble, is an implicit command. It is 
therefore a fooliſh cavil to ſay, there is no expreſs com- 
mand to baptize infants; for this may be {aid of womens 
receiving the ſacrament, of keeping the firſt day of the. 
week, and a hundred other things, which all allow are 
implicitly commanded, and have the ſame obligation on 
mens conſciences, as if ever ſo formally expreſſed. Be- 
ſides, what neceſſity could there be of an expreſs cam. 
mand, for that, which had been once inftituted, and never 
repealed? The children of covenanted parents were once” 


and this command has never been reverſed, as we have 
already proved, therefore the original expreſs command 
continuing in force, there would be no neceſſity of and 
ther. And as it had been the conftant practice of the 
church, for many ages, to adminiſter the ſeal of the cos 


ing the inſtitution, in caſe it was to continue. But, on 
the other hand, there was an abſolute neceſſity of an E 
preſs declaration againſt it, if it was then to have ceaſeck 
Another objection is this, that there is no expreſs in- 

ſtance in all the hiſtory of the New Teſtament, of an in- 
fant child's being baptized; and therefore we proceed 
without any ſcriptare-exatnple. Let me reply. I have 
told you already of whole houſeholds being baptized, on 
the converſion of the parent, or head of the family? 
which carries the ſtrongeſt probability of the baptiſm of 

infant- children, and would be eaſily underſtood to include 
them, had the ſame been ſaid of circumciſion. And there 


ther. 5 $15 | 
But ſuppoſing there is no expreſs mention made in the 
hiſtory of the New Teſtament, of one infaut baptiſch, 


fact, there was none; for if ſo, we might as well conclude. 
| there 
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| on their fide. ' And why ſhould there be no inſtances of 
this kind, if ſuch was the common practice? For the 
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there were whole churches which never were baptized. 
For there is no expreſs account, in the hiſtory of the 


New Teſtament; that the churches of Antioch, of Ico- 
nium, of the Romans, Galatians, Theſſalonians, and Col- 
Joſſians, were ever baptized: Would it be fair to con- 


clude from hence, that they there were not? Nay, you 
may read the hiſtory of the Old Teftament; for ſeveral 


ages of the church, and never find one inſtance of a child's 


circumciſion. And will it do from hence to conclude, 


that they lived without cireumciſing their children? No, 
you will ſay, it may be argued by clear conſequence ; and 
Jo, I ſay, may the baptiſm of children. Beſides, this ob- 


jection lies with greater force againſt thoſe, who practiſe 


adult baptiſm, than it does againſt vs; for they cannot 
produce one example from ſcripture that warrants their 
practice. That there were many adult baptiſms, I grant, 
Las the ſubjeAs were grown to adult years before 
they profeſſed Chriſtianity. And in this we agree with 
them, that adult perſons, who are converted from Ju- 
daiſm, or Heatheniſm, to Chriſtianity, ought, in their 
adult years, to be baptized, and all /uch, as have never 
been baptized before. Bur ſcripture-inſtances of this are 


Nothing to the purpoſe, for in this we all agree, and have 


No controverſy. But if they would give a ſcripture-cx- 


ample of their own preſent practice, they muſt give an 
inſtance of a pcrſon born and brought up of Chriſtian, 
or baptized parents, that was baptized in adult years. If 


they could do this, it would be ſome evidence, that in- 
fant-baptiſm was not in practice. If they cannot, as it 
is certain they cannot produce ſuch an inſtance, let them 
no more pretend the Want of ſeripture- example againſt 
baptizing children, or that they have ſcripture-example 


| hiſtory of the Acts of the apoſtles, continued above the 


ſpace of thirty years from Chriſt's aſcent to Pauls im- 
priſonment at Rome; and during that time, thouſands 


Were born of Chriſtian parents, and grown up to the age 


| of twenty or thirty years, and yet there is not one in- 
| Nance in ſcripture of any ſuch baptiſms in adult years. 


| If therefore they were not baptized in infancy, there is 
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no account of any, no not of one, of the poſterity of 
Chriſtian parents being baptized at all; for all the account 

of adult baptiſms are only of ſuch as in adult years em 

braced the Chriſtian religion, having been before either 
35 Jews or Heathens. 5 1 
A third objection is, that infants can receive no benefit 
from baptiſm, becauſe of their incapacity, and therefore 
ought not to be baptized. - F — 
5 o this I anſwer, the ſame objection might be offered 
© againſt their being circumciſed under the law; for the 
capacity of infants is doubtleſs as great now, as it was 
then. Therefore, in the firſt place, infants are capable 
of being entered into covenant with God; for that the 
* ehildren of the Jews were ſo, is plain fact, not only from 
the tenor of the covenant with Abraham, which'expreſslp 
included them, but from that ſolemn renewal of it in 

Deuteronomy, where their little ones are expreſsly men- 

tioned as partakers in the covenant-tranſaftion. Secondly, 

they are capable of the ſeal of the covenant, for this was 

by God's appointment adminiſtered to them under the 
law, at eight days old. Thirdly, they are eapable of. 
being cleanſed by the blood of Chriſt, and of being re- 
generated by his Spirit, which are the things ſignified 

by baptiſm. He who denies this, muſt deny that they. 
are capable of ſalvation, and therefore, dying in in- 
fancy, muſt periſh, on ſuppoſition of original guilt and 
| pollution. And if they are capable of deriving original 
| guilt and pollution from the tirſt Adam, without their 

Fnovledge and conſent; they certainly are as capable 
of deriving pardon, and renewing grace from the ſecond 
Adam, without any explicit knowledge of, or actual con- 

ſenting to his covenant. And if they are capable of the 

root, and principle of all ſin, they are equally capable of 

the habit and principle of all ſpiritual grace. all 
Again, They are as capable of being laid under obliga - 
tions of duty to God, to be performed when grown up, 
as the children of the Jews were; and the apoſtle ſays 
expreſsly, I teſtify unto every man that is circumciſed, 

J that he is a debtor to the whole law.” And why are 
not children now as capable of the baptiſmal obligations. 
to the law of Chriſt, as the circumciſed children of the 
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Jews were, of being debtors to the law of Moſes? And 
= it not matter of daily obſervation, that infants are ca- 


* 


able of having earthly inbericances ſottled upon them, 
<4 inſtruments ligned, and ſealed, while they are igno- 
rant of the whole tranſaction? And what reaſon can be 
given, why they ſhould not be as capable of the bleſſings 
of the new covenant, and of having them ſealed by bap- 
tiſm, though they are ignorant of it? | x 
To fay that it is no advantage to children to admini- 
ſter the ſeal of the covenant to them, becauſe of their in- 
capacity, is to reflect on an inſtitution of Heaven, and 


on the wiſdom and goodneſs of its author. The apoſtle 


Paul was of another mind; for he ſays, the profit of cir- 
ceumciſion was much every way, notwithſtanding the in- 


capacity of the ſubjects, being but eight days old. 


But a 4th, and moſt common obje ction is, that faith 


and repentance, or a profeſſion of them, at leaſt, are 
| mentioned in the New. Teſtament, as the neceſſary pre- 


requiſites of baptiſm; and therefore, as children ate in- 


| capable of theſe, they muſt be incapable of the ordinance 


Atfelf. I anſwer, that children are capable of the habits 


and principles of faith, as has been obſerved before, and 


muſt be allowed by all, who do not exclude them from 
falvation. Now, is there a greater abſurdity in allowing 
them to be capable of the root and principle of every 


grace, than to allow them to be capable of the root and 


principle of every fin? Beſides, our Lord ſays of a little 


child, whom he ſet before his diſciples, as a pattern of 


humility, © Whoſoever ſhall offend one of theſe little 
t ones, that believeth in me,” G. Whence it is plain, 
that little ones may believe in him, z. e. they may have 
the, habits or principles of faith, though incapable of the 


act: or cle, as I ſaid before, we muſt neceſſarily embrace 


1 
1 


} 


| 


that uncharitable ſentiment, that ail, who die in infancy, 
muſt periſh without remedy.. 5 
If it be ſaid, that it is a profeſſion of faith, which the 
ſcripture mentions. as a prerequiſite to baptiſm; I grant 
it with reſpect to adult perſons, who embrace Chriſtianity 
in their adult years. And this is all that can poſſibly be 
argued from it; for all muſt allow, that whenever theſe 
prerequiſites are ſpoken of in ſcripture, it is with refe- 
| ; $5.5. rence - 
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Fetice to adults, who were converted from Judaiſm 


baptiſm. In this we have no eontroverſy with thoſe, 
who practiſe adult baptiſm. But they then muſt allow, 
[ that all theſe paſſages, which require the -profeſſion of 
faith, as neceſſary to baptiſm, have no reference at all 
to infants, but are entirely confined to thoſe, who em- 


of children; for they are not at all the 
Fett we find, in fact, that when tho 
braced Chriſtianity, in the apoſtles times, profeſſed their 
faith, not only themſelves, but their houſeholds, and all 
that were theirs, were baptized. And as there is not 3 


chat adults were baptized without a profeſſion. 


X11. 48, 49. 


alſo. 


brace the Jewiſh religion. | 


\* 


This objection then, viz. © A profeſſion of faith being 
ea prerequiſite to baptiſm,” is no more an objection a» } 

d gainſt childrens being baptized, on the-profeſlion of their 
parents, than it was againſt the childrens being eireum- 

| Ciſed, becauſe the parents were previouſly obliged to em- 


Some other trivial objections there may be raiſed a- 
gainſt the baptiſm of infants, but I know of none beſides 
theſe, of any conſequence, that have not been precluded 
in this diſcourſe; and theſe, I think, every one muſt fee, | 
from what has been ſaid, are not of the leaſt weight, 
3 1 when 


m or}. 
Heatheniſm to Chriſtianity; and in all ſuch caſes we al; 
that there muſt be a profeſſion of faith, -antecedent 19 


— 4, 


brace Chriſtianity in their adult years; and therefore g 
argument can be drawn from hence, againſt the baptiſm | - 
22 ſpoken of. 
adults, that em- 


word ſaid of ſuch a profeſſion being required of the mem- 
bers of thoſe families, we muſt therefore conclude, either 
| that they were young children, and fo incapable; or elſe, d 


| So under the ancient diſpenſation, the profeſſing ſtran- 
ger was obliged-to-embrace the Jewiſh-religion inſtantly, } 
| in order to his circumciſion ; but when this was dane, and 
himſelf circumciſed, the ſame ordinance was always ad- 
miniſtered to his family and children, as you ſee Exodus } 


80 here, thoſe adults, who were converted to the 
Chriſtian religion, were obliged to profeſs their faith, in 
order to their being baptized; and on this profeſſion, not 
only themſelves, but their houſeholds were baptized Þ 
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= A&A VINDICATION OF 
When impartially examined, againſt the foundation that 


Bas been laid, of the covenant-relation of the children 
of eonfœderate parents, and the arguments that have been 


o +. P : 
Kb ; 
= 
1 8 
b, . 


produced, to prove their undoubted right to baptiſm, ac- 
 >cording to Chriſt's inſtitution. The concluſion then is 


plain, that, as they had a right by God's own appoint- 
ment, to the ſeal of the - covenant of grace, under the 


| law, and as that right has never been repealed, either ex- 
plieitly, or by conſequence, it muſt ſtill remain; and that, 


as it was the univerſal practice of the primitive churches, 
For the three firſt centuries, which were the pureſt times, 
and no account has been given of its ever having been 
introduced as i muſt have been the prac- 
tice of the apoſtles themſelves, and muſt have its divine 
original in that covenant. promiſe, made to Abraham, 
which the apoſtle declares in our text, is to believing pa- 
rents and their children, under the goſpel, as well as un- 


der the law. On the other hand, to deny infant- baptiſm 


| Abraham, including his children, is not an everlaſting ' 


*% 
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much as to ſay, that there was no true baptiſm in the 


and that the generality of the preſent profeſſors of Chri- 


to be a divine inſtitution, is attended with many abſurdi- 
ties, and much confuſion. _ = 
It is as much as to ſay, that the covenant made with 


covenant; that therefore believers under the goſpel are 


not Abraham's ſeed, and heirs of his promiſe; for his 


promiſe was to parents and children: yea, that the in- 


ies Gentiles do not partake of the ſame privileges, 
in the church, from which the Jews were broken off. 


And on the whole, that the privileges of the goſpel . diſ- 
penſation are leſs than thoſe of the law; all which are 
flat contradictions to ſcripture. 


Again, to deny the validity of infant-baptiſm, is as 
church for eleven or twelve hundred years after Chriſt, 


ſtianity, are now a company of unbaptized Heathens: 


and although it muſt be allowed, that there are, and al- 
ways have been, vaſtly more truly religious people, who 
have been baptized in their infancy, than of others; yet 


all who have been ſo baptized, are on theſe principles, 
| out of the viſible church; and the conſequence will be, 


that vaſtly greater numbers are ſaved out of the church 
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than in it, which is very abſurd, to ſay no worſe, Thee 
is. 41 4} 2 . od * 

ces, neceſſarily Follow bin 


_ denying the validity of infant-baptiſm. #1: 9 4. * l 
Again, if infant-baptiſm is a divine inſtitution, and 
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and many other like conſequen 


warranted by the word of God, then they who confent 
to be baptized in their adult age, do in that 'tranſaeton, 
neceſſarily renouhee a divine inſtitution, and an or inan. : 
of Jeſus Chriſt; and as it were vacate the former ee: 
nant between God and them; nay, they prattically'ſlay, 
there are no baptized perſons, ng regular miniſters, nor 


ordinances, in all the numerous profeſſing churches,” but- 


their own : and if the baptiſm of all thoſe numerous pra» 


fe ſſing churches is a nullity, all the adminiſtrations of their 
miniſters muſt be ſo too; and then the promiſe of Chriſt, 


to be with his miniſters, in the adminiſtration of this oxdi> * 
' nance, to the end of the world, muſt. have failed during 
thoſe hundreds and hundreds of years, in which infant 
eee 

Nay, further, as the ſucceſſion of adult baptiſms can 
not be traced to the apoſtles times; ſo it will follow, that: 
if infant- baptiſm is a nullity, there neither is, nor ever 
will, or can be, any regular baptiſm hereafter to the end 
of the world; and eonſequently an ordinance of Chriſt, 
as to its regular adminiſtration, muſt be loſt; for adult 
baptiſm now adminiſtered, if originally derived from thoſe, 74 
who were baptized in infancy, cannot be valid, if infant- 4 


baptiſm was ſo univerſally practiſed. 


baptiſm be not valid.. 


I have finiſhed the ſubject, as far as it is a point of our 
controverſy. It was my deſign to cloſe all with an ad- 
dreſs, both to parents and children, enforcing the obliga- 
tions upon each, in conſequence of their ſolemn tranG: 
action with the great God, in this ordinance of baptiſm; : 
but the time will not permit. May God lead us into all 


neceſſary truth, for Chriſt's ſake! Amen. 
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tn the Preſs, an pre? will be publiſhed, Jenks on ſubmiſhon 
to the righteounels of God, recommended by Mr Heryey. 
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